revisions.
Specific comments:
The title of the paper and the content of the paper differ. While the paper hints to an investigation of the tropical atmosphere the paper itself mainly discusses the validation of SCIAMACHY data. If the paper is intended to validate SCIAMACHY data this should be reflected in the title, too.
Several times 'validation of SCIAMACHY retrievals' is stated. At the current stage it is a comparison rather than a validation. For a validation a quantitative analysis of the comparison is missing as well as an error budget of the FTIR data and a comparison of the sensitivity of both sensors. Furthermore, due to the different sampling a quantitative validation is quite difficult to perform. Since the scatter of the SCIAMACHY data is quite large (in particular in 2007 and 2008) a 15 days average is given. Maybe a 15 days average of the FTIR data can be used as a measure to compare with. The aim of the paper is the comparison of the only available FTIR measurements in the inner tropics with satellite and model data. The limitations of the satellite data makes is difficult to perform a more quantitative validation. We tried several sampling methods for the comparison, especially, where we only used SCIAMACHY data at the same days as the FTIR measurements and within different radii around the FTIR observations site. Unfortunately, this reduces the amount of SCIAMACHY data, while the scatter of the data still remains. We found that the best way for a comparison is the presented data, where we take a reasonable large area and average over this data and than do a running average to smooth the data. It is very common that satellite data is averaged over several months, up to one year or over large areas to reduce the scatter and to receive a good precision. To address the referees comment, we included a table and a plot with means over the years (for the satellite retrievals and the model) and with means of the FTIR observations days for each campaign, including the standard deviations. The campaign-means gives a better measure for the agreement of the datasets and their differences.
Since the FTIR data have been taken during 2 short periods per year only, an annual cycle cannot be recorded with the FTIR data. Therefore, such an annual cycle cannot be compared with FTIR data. Furthermore, the scatter of the SCIAMACHY data is quite large. The statement of 'good agreement' needs some quantitative justification. It should be stated that also the satellite observations need in principle clear sky conditions, which are most likely during the dry seasons. We added the comment "… in general a good agreement within the limitations of the satellite data quality". The FTIR observations are limited to the dry seasons. The comparison of the FTIR data with the TM5 column simulations and the in situ observations with the TM5 surface values gives a good verification of the seasonal cycle of the TM5 model for these times of the year. The comparison of the satellite retrievals with the TM5 model allows then the validation of the annual cycle of the satellite with in the limitations of the data quality. We added a table with annual means and with means for each measurement campaign (we used only the data at the same days of the FTIR measurements) and modified Figure 1 to make the comparison of the different data sets more clear and to confirm the statement of generally good agreement.
The comparison with model data is a bit hidden in Fig. 1 . At least a link to Fig. 1 should be added or even better add the FTIR data points in Fig. 3 . Then it might be easier to follow the argument 'The good agreement also in 2007 of the TM5 model with the "clean air" surface in situ measurements as well as with our FTIR observations is consistent : : :' The FTIR data points cannot be added in Figure 3 , because Fig. 3 shows surface data, while Figure 1 gives total column data. In order to make the data more clear, we splitted Figure 1 in three parts, the lower most gives is the old figure including the standard deviations of the observations (as Figure 1  before) . The middle part shows the data without the standard deviations and on a larger scale. For the satellite data, only the running mean is shown. This illustration shows details more clearly e.g. the enhancement of the TM5 model in 2007. The upper most panel illustrates the yearly means of the model and the satellite retrievals as well as the campaignmeans of all the data (only the data of days with FTIR observations are averaged for each campaign).
': : : the first CH4 total column measurements showing this anomaly.': The FTIR time series doesn't show an increase in 2007. Again, an average value for each campaign might be a measure to see a variation from campaign to campaign. The FTIR observations are in good agreement with the TM5 model, showing the 2007 anomaly. Since the TM5 model is assimilated with surface observations showing the 2007 anomaly, the TM5 model "contains" the 2007 enhancement. We only want to state a good agreement between the TM5 model with the observed FTIR and in situ data; the conclusion is that the FTIR data and the in situ data are not in contradiction with the recent findings, but confirm the methane anomaly. This can be seen in Figure 1 , especially in the campaignmeans. The FTIR observations are in agreement with the TM5 model, apart from the biomass burning events during the LDSs 2004 and 2005, where the FTIR observations are higher than the model. We removed the last part of this paragraph and extended the discussion: "As reported recently by Rigby et al. (2008) and Dlugokencky et al. (2009) , global surface in situ measurements show enhanced methane levels in 2007 compared to earlier years. The TM5 model based on assimilations of NOAA surface observations shows this anomaly being ~10ppb higher in 2007 than in the years before (see Figure 1 and Table 2 and 3). Apart from the biomass burning periods, the FTIR observations are in good agreement with the TM5 model (see Figure 1 and Table 3 ), especially during the SDS and LDS 2007 , when the TM5 model shows the methane enhancement compared to the years before. So the ground-based methane total column FTIR observations are consistent with the observations of Rigby et al. (2008) and Dlugokencky et al. (2009) ."
